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separate Complaint Investigation Form for each veterinarian 


PLEASE PRINT OR TYPE 
ELUSE'ONLY, 


‘Case Number: 4. : 


A. THIS COMPLAINT IS FILED AGAINST THE FOLLOWING: 


Name of Veterinarian/CVT: acob Degraffenried 
Premise Name: Warner Vista Animal Hospital 


Premise Address: 895 S Val Vista Dr #102 
City: Gilbert State: AZ Zip Code: 85296 
Telephone: (480) 497-9700 


B. INFORMATION REGARDING THE INDIVIDUAL FILING COMPLAINT": 
Name: Robert Lewis 


Tso of: gc SEE PER DPE CN a EO 
vy: = State: =i Zip Code: —— 


Home Telephone: Cell Telephone: anna 


*STATE LAW REQUIRES WE HAVE TO DISCLOSE YOUR NAME UNLESS WE CAN SHOW THAT DISCLOSURE WILL 
RESULT IN SUBSTANTIAL HARM TO YOU, SOMEONE ELSE OR THE PUBLIC PER A.R.S. § 41-1010. IF YOU HAVE 
REASON TO BELIEVE THAT SUBSTANTIAL HARM WILL RESULT IN DISCLOSURE OF YOUR NAME PLEASE PROVIDE 
COPIES OF RESTRAINING ORDERS OR OTHER DOCUMENTATION. 


C. PATIENT INFORMATION (1): 


Name; Oscar 

Breed/Species; Chihuahua 

Age: ® Sex: Male Color: beige 
PATIENT INFORMATION (2): 

Name? 

Breed/Species: 

Age: Sex: Color: 


D. VETERINARIANS WHO HAVE PROVIDED CARE TO THIS PET FOR THIS ISSUE: 
Please provide the name, address and phone number for each veterinarian. 


Jacob Degraffenried 

Warner Vista Animal Hospital 
895 S Val Vista Dr #102 
Gilbert, AZ 85296 


480 497 9700 


E. WITNESS INFORMATION: 
Please provide the name, address and phone number of each witness that has 


direct knowledge regarding this case. 


To my knowledge, no one disputes the events involved. The point of contention 
concerns whether the events constitute an ethical violation. 


Aitestation of Person Requesting Investigation 


By signing this form, | declare that the information contained herein is true 
and accurate to the best of my knowledge. Further, | authorize the release of 
any and all medical records or information necessary to complete the 
investigation of this case. 


é ¢ 


Signature: 


Date: 


F. ALLEGATIONS and/or CONCERNS: 
Please provide all information that you feel is relevant to the complaint, This 
portion must be either typewritten or clearly printed in ink. 


| took Oscar, my young and healthy chihuahua ,into Warner Vista on 9/17/20 for a 
routine dental cleaning; and the vet, Jacob Degraffenried, decided to surgically extract 
5 teeth without talking to me first. He required that | sign a release form before the 
cleaning, but | never in a million years would have thought that the would feel justified in 
making such a significant decision without consulting me first. Part of his job is to 
convince me that his teeth Weré S6 severe that no other intervention Is possible and that 
they needed to be extracted. Oscar never showed any discomfort or pain or anything 
that indicated to me that there was a problem. Furthermore, the technician, and not the 
veterinarian, did the post-surgery debrief. She explained that his teeth were "loose" 
and that's why they were surgically extracted. | complained and Degraffenreid called 
me the next day. He reiterated the technician's claim that Oscar's teeth were logse. 
They should have consulted me, and with an explanation like that, | never would have 
authorized it. 


Another element of this story that shocks me is that Oséar had his teeth cleaned on 
12/6/2018 by Jacob Degraffenreid, and there were NO ISSUES with Oscar's teeth. 
Further, through Degraffenreid' s office, | regularly purchased OraVet dental chews for 
Oscar to prevent dental issues. Jacob Degraffenreid would like me to believe that 
Oscar's teeth deteriorated so badly in three years despite ongoing dental care that 
surgically extraction without consulting me was necessary. Again, Oscar showed NO 
SIGNS of having problem. Ae did NOT evidence poe or discomfort or anything else 


i'm furious about this. Veterinary care should be done in collaboration with the pet 
parent. Degraffenreid had NO RIGHT to bar me from the decision-making process. 
Oscar was subjected to an unnecessary surgery to remove 5 teeth that he'll never get 
back, Degraffenreid's behavior is an egregious violation of trust and completely 
unacceptable. 


| feel like his behavior is so egregious that it warrants a review from the Veterinary 
Medical Board. | hope you're willing to review my case and provide appropriate 
consequences to ensure that he doesn't do this to anyone else in the future. 


Sincerely, 

Bob Lewis, PhD 

email; —=——_————— 
cell: 


Rev 8.14.17 


Warner Vista Animal Hospital 
895 South Val Vista Drive, Suite102 
Gilbert, AZ 85296 
(480) 497-8700 


Arizona State Veterinary Medical Examining Board 
1740 W. Adams Street, Suite 4600 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 


Attention: Tracy A. Riendeau, CVT 
In Re: 21-59, Jacob DeGraffenried, DVM 
Dear Ms. Riendeau: 


| am in receipt of your November 10, 2020 letter concerning the complaint voiced by Mr. Bob 
Lewis. | understand that Mr. Lewis complains about our September 17, 2020 extraction of 5 
teeth from his 5-year-old M/N Chihuahua, “Oscar ". Enclosed please find all records generated 
by our hospital in connection with all care provided to Oscar. In responding to Mr. Lewis's 
complaint, please be advised as follows. 


As the enclosed reflects, we have been treating Oscar since November, 2018. On September 
17, 2020 Mr. Lewis brought Oscar to the hospital for a dental prophylaxis. It was found during 
the examination that Oscar’s lower incisors were loose from gingival recession and there was 
no realistic option other than to extract the teeth in that 90% of root was exposed. The premolar 
that was extracted had broken roots under the surface. When Mr. Lewis picked up Oscar later 
in the day, he expressed surprise that extractions were performed. | later contacted Mr. Lewis 
and explained the reasons and necessity for the extractions. 


In his letter to the Board Mr. Lewis writes that he cannot believe that “....Oscar’s teeth 
deteriorated so badly in three years....”. As you and the Board well know, the condition of a 
dog's teeth can deteriorate within such a time period. While speculative, as you can see from 
the enclosed, Mr. Lewis had reported that Oscar had been eating nuts from an oak tree for 
approximately 2 years. This may have been a contributing reason as to why the subject teeth 
were so loose. 


Finally, this owner was made well aware of the possibility of extractions taking place on 
September 17, 2020. As you can see from the subject release form, Mr. Lewis acknowledged 
that on September 17, 2020, “some teeth may be extracted if necessary”. The subject 
extractions were in fact necessary. 


It is regretful that Mr. Lewis was upset about the care we provided to Oscar on September 17, 

2020. Please know that | consider myself a very ethical practitioner and have no interest in 

providing unnecessary veterinary care. | have taken the time to review the enclosed records, 

and have a fairly strong recollection of discussing this matter with staff and the owner. Itis my__--- 


RECEIWED 


4837-2007-7010.1 


firm opinion that all of the treatment provided Oscar on September 17, 2020 well complied with 
the standard of care. | hope Oscar and Mr. Lewis are doing well today. 


Respectfully, 


Jacob DeGraffenried, DVM 


4837-2007-7010.1 


Douglas A. Ducey Victoria Whitmore 
- Governor - - Executive Director - 
ARIZONA STATE VETERINARY MEDICAL EXAMINING BOARD 


174.0 W. Adams Street, Ste. 4600, Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
Phone (602) 364-I-PET (1738) gg FAX (602) 364-1039 


vetboard.az.gov 


INVESTIGATIVE COMMITTEE REPORT 


TO: Arizona State Veterinary Medical Examining Board 


FROM: PM Investigative Committee: Adam Almaraz - Chair 
Amrit Rai, DVM 
Cameron Dow, DVM 
Brian Sidaway, DVM 


STAFF PRESENT: Tracy A. Riendeau, CVT — Investigations 
Marc Harris, Assistant Attorney General 

RE: Case: 21-59 

Complainant(s): Robert Lewis 

Respondent(s): Jacob Degraffenried, DVM (License: 3833) 


SUMMARY: APPLICABLE STATUTES AND RULES: 
Complaint Received at Board Office: 11/7/20 Laws as Amended August 2018 
Committee Discussion: 5/4/21 (Lime Green); Rules as Revised 
Board IIR: 6/16/21 September 2013 (Yellow) 


On September 17, 2020, “Oscar,” a 5-year-old male Chihuahua was presented to 
Respondent for a dental procedure. The dog was anesthetized, the teeth were cleaned and 
several teeth were extracted. 

Later that day, the dog was discharged to Complainant by technical staff. 
Complainant was upset that the dog's teeth were extracted without consulting him first. 


Complainant was noticed and appeared. 
Respondent was noticed and appeared telephonically. Counsel, David Stoll, appeared. 


The Committee reviewed medical records, testimony, and other documentation as described below: 
° Complainant(s) narrative: Robert Lewis 
® Respondent(s) narrative/medical record: Jacob Degraffenried, DVM 


21-59, Jacob Degraffenried, DVM 


PROPOSED ‘FINDINGS of FACT’: 


1. On September 17, 2020, the dog was presented to Respondent for a dental procedure. 
Upon exam, the dog had a weight = 16.2 pounds, a temperature = 100.6 degrees, a heart 
rate = 84bpm, and a respiration rate = 84rpm; the rest of the exam was noted as normal. Pre- 
surgical blood work was performed and revealed the dog was a surgical candidate. 


2. An IV catheter was placed and LRS fluids were initiated. The dog was anesthetized with 
torbutrol and acepromazine; induced with propofol; and maintained on isoflurane and 
oxygen. The dog's teeth were scaled and polished. Respondent evaluated the dog's teeth 
and felt it necessary to extract 5 lower incisors and tooth 106 due to broken roots. He explained 
that the dog's lower incisors were loose from gingival recession and 90% of the root was 
exposed. The dog was recovered and discharged later that day with carprofen. 


3. Technical staff released the dog to Complainant and let him know that several teeth had 
been extracted — Complainant believed the dog had five (5) teeth extracted, however, the 
medical record indicates six (6) teeth were extracted (5 lower incisors and 1 premolar). 
Complainant was upset that Respondent extracted the teeth without his consultation and that 
technical staff gave him the information and not Respondent. 


4. The following day, Respondent called Complainant to explain the reason and the necessity 
for the teeth to be extracted. 


5. Respondent explained that Complainant signed the surgical release form that stated some 
teeth may be extracted if necessary. Complainant understood that he signed a release form 
prior to the dental cleaning but he did not think Respondent would extract the teeth without 
consulting with him first. 


6. Complainant stated in his complaint that the dog had a dental in December 2018, where 
no issues were noted with the dog's teeth. Respondent commented that dogs’ teeth can 
deteriorate within a couple years timeframe. Additionally, Complainant had reported that the 
dog had been eating nuts from an oak tree for the past two years; this could have contributed 
to the deterioration of the dog's teeth. 


COMMITTEE DISCUSSION: 

The Committee discussed that it is not uncommon to hear that a pet owner is in shock when 
they pick up their pet and find out there have been multiple extractions performed at the time 
of a dental procedure. It is understandable that the pet owner is upset that they did not 


receive a call prior to extractions. 


Some practices use consent forms, as in this case, allowing them to perform extractions as the 
veterinarian deems necessary without making a call to the pet owner. This helps limit the time 
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21-59, Jacob Degraffenried, DVM 


a pet is under anesthesia. 


The Committee commented that small breed dogs have genetically poor oral health, which 
requires more care — brushing, dental cleanings every six months, etc. Veterinarians do not 
willingly pull healthy teeth. Loose teeth indicate the periodontal ligament is gone and the 
health of the root is compromised, which is painful to an animal. The tooth will not reconnect 
itself and will remain painful to the dog until it is removed. With incisions, there is no other option 
than removal. 


When a pet is hungry, they will eat past a painful mouth — it is an instinct to hide pain. It would 
not be appropriate to leave loose teeth in a pet's mouth. It was a justified medical procedure 
and implied consent was given via the consent form. The front teeth are the ones to go first 
as they are not used for chewing. It is best practice to make a phone call to the pet owner 
prior to an extraction and once the pet owner understands the importance of removing 


diseased teeth for the health of the pet — they typically agree to have the infected teeth 
extracted. 


COMMITTEE'S PROPOSED CONCLUSIONS of LAW: 
The Committee concluded that no violations of the Veterinary Practice Act occurred. 
COMMITTEE’S RECOMMENDED DISPOSITION: 
Motion: It was moved and seconded the Board: 
Dismiss this issue with no violation. 
Vote: The motion was approved with a vote of 4 to 0. 
The information contained in this report was obtained from the case file, which includes the 


complaint, the respondent's response, any consulting veterinarian or witness input, and any 
other sources used to gather information for the investigation. 


TR 


Tracy A. Riendeau, CVT 
Investigative Division 
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